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W.B. Gallie, T.H. Marshall, and the Contested Concepts of Fairness and Citizenship: Examining the Parameters of Debate in Newport City Council’s Fairness Commission and Citizens’ Views on Fairness 

Abstract 
The paper examines Newport City Council’s Fairness Commission’s (NFC) understanding of fairness, alongside a survey of Newport citizens’ views on fairness. These views focus on two parameters of debate identified by the NFC – equality versus differential treatment, and the accountability and transparency of decision-making – reflecting competing interpretations of the political concept of fairness, and as explored by W.B. Gallie. Moreover, these contested interpretations also have a profound bearing on post-1945 debates about citizenship instigated by T.H. Marshall. While many contemporary policy-recommenders and politicians reject Marshallesque social rights to citizenship, dismissing these rights as encouraging so-called ‘passive’ conceptions of citizenship emphasising unconditional individual entitlements to local services, the views of Newport citizens tend to broadly support these rights. These rights are distinct from ‘active’ conceptions, emphasising the values of interdependency and reciprocity, and citizens’ obligations to positively participate in community life which then underpin conditions for receiving entitlements. 





In September 2012 Newport City Council (South Wales) established an independent Fairness Commission with a remit to monitor key Council decisions according to the criterion of fairness, and promote public debates about fairness (NFC 2013, 11–14). Similar Commissions had been established in England, with many others being set-up across England since, and almost exclusively by Labour-controlled Councils. These Commissions have various remits, with some constituted for limited periods, but with most running indefinitely (Bunyan and Diamond 2014). 

Although the concept of fairness is highly controversial in academic debate, within political debate the term fairness risks deteriorating into a ‘hurrah’ word – a word which everyone champions, but with it having little or no substantial meaning (Clayton and Williams 2004; Heywood 2004, 5–6). Moreover, this risk increases as cuts in UK Government spending since 2010 has put pressure on Councils to claim that, although large reductions in local services have to be made, at least these are being administered fairly. Therefore, the Newport Fairness Commission (NFC) stated in its report to Council (NFC 2013, 3–4), that its main job is to move political debate beyond using fairness as a ‘hurrah’ word and instead raise more complex questions concerning what fairness means; that is, reflecting how fairness is variously used and interpreted in local government policies and practices, and especially, but not exclusively, in times of economic austerity.

Consequently, the NFC identified what it called four primary parameters of debate about fairness which set out questions and controversies concerning what fairness means (NFC 2013, 18–29). Drawing from the seminal work of political philosopher W.B. Gallie, this paper examines how these parameters help identify the essentially contested character of the concept of fairness. Gallie distinguishes broad understandings of political concepts and values, leading to some agreement over the parameters of rational debate, from narrow more substantial interpretations of these concepts and values which are often “essentially contested” (Gallie 1956, 167–198). For example, historically the concept of democracy reflects a broadly shared aspiration for equality within political systems. This aspiration, in turn, provides agreed parameters of debate about democracy and its constituent features concerning, say, voting systems, political participation, and equal opportunities for political leadership (Gallie 1956, 184–85). However, competing interpretations of these constituent features also underpin disagreements within these debates, and, for Gallie, expose how democracy is an essentially contested concept (Gallie 1956, 183–87). Following Gallie, this paper examines how public views of fairness, while may adhere to broad parameters of debate about fairness as identified by the NFC, also reflect contested interpretations of the concept of fairness. Moreover, these contested interpretations have an important bearing on post-1945 debates about citizenship, instigated by T.H. Marshall, leading to competing understandings of social rights and entitlement.

Parameter 1:    Equal treatment while recognising difference
Consistent with Gallie’s distinction above, a broad understanding of the concept of fairness refers to how goods are distributed according to principles of social justice (Clayton and Williams 2004, 1–18; Heywood 2004, 284–315). From this understanding, the formal principle of equal treatment for like cases, and correspondingly unequal treatment for unlike cases, gains purchase. This principle provides a generally agreed framework for identifying, within any interpretation of fairness, relevant similarities and differences between individuals and groups. However, as highlighted by the NFC (NFC 2013, 18–19) and following Gallie, committing to this formal principle does not address substantive interpretative issues concerning what is a like or unlike case, which reflect competing uses of the concept of fairness (Williams 1962; Gillespie 1975; Carr 1981; Nagel 1991; Hooker 2005). 

For example, one interpretation of fairness is ‘equal treatment for all’, where the fairest way of imposing local government cuts might be to withdraw services of equal value from each citizen. However, the NFC considered this policy as unfair given the resulting hardship for disadvantaged and vulnerable groups (NFC 2013, 20), suggesting a further fairness principle that these groups should be prioritised, so justifying their unequal treatment (NFC 2013, 30; Goodin 1985; Rawls 1973, 2001). Nevertheless, even if there is general agreement over this further fairness principle, disagreements persist concerning who is vulnerable or disadvantaged, and how exactly these groups should be prioritised. Again, following Gallie, competing interpretations of the concept of fairness are reflected in these debates. For example, if two people are equally ‘in need’ they are often viewed as being entitled to receive the same public services, ignoring irrelevant differences, based on, say, their housing postcodes. Therefore, need is considered the relevant similarity with other differences concerning where citizens live considered irrelevant. However, geographical location at other times can legitimately affect interpretations of fairness as related to the above further fairness principle. For example, the NFC endorsed Council’s decision to keep open a library which was located in a disadvantaged area, even when another library in a more affluent area was closed (NFC 2013, 49–68). 


Parameter 2:   Mutual obligations between citizens and local government
Defining how citizens and local government should relate, again following Gallie, exposes conflicting interpretations of fairness (and see Parvin 2012). So, in some interpretations obligations on government to provide for citizens’ needs may conflict with obligations that individual citizens are law-abiding and therefore viewed as ‘justly deserving’ services (Dwyer 1998; Saunders 2002; Miller 2004; Whitworth and Griggs 2013). Whereas, less conditional interpretations of fairness provide services even if citizens are not seen as ‘justly deserving’, where, say, obligations to meet the needs of the ‘vulnerable’ outweigh the obligations on citizens to behave in certain ways (Goodin 1985; Rummery and Glendinning 1999; Whitworth and Griggs 2013). Additional controversial issues arise concerning the interpretation of ‘fair weighting’ – for example, whether needs always trumps ‘just desert’; or, whether prioritising need over ‘just desert’ can legitimately operate in some domains, but not in others (Miller 2004).

For other interpretations of fairness the financial means of individual households are considered relevant when identifying obligations between citizens and local government, with relatively well-off citizens often being obliged to pay for services. Whereas, alternative interpretations claim that many local services should be provided to everyone, such as library facilities, refuse collection and policing, regardless of citizens’ financial means. Consequently, while targeting selective resources on some citizens (as explored under parameter 1) is justifiable according to many views of fairness, there are also obligations on local government to provide a range of services universally, even in times of economic austerity. However, questions remain concerning where the line between universal and selective provision is fairly drawn, again reflecting contested interpretations of fairness (Moene and Wallerstein 2001; Bergh 2004; Walker 2011). 
Parameter 3:  Interdependency and reciprocity within social relations
Further interpretations of fairness focus on the social and economic conditions of individuals and groups across communities, which, in turn, highlight the interdependent and reciprocal character of social relations (Rawls 1973, 2001; Smith, 2001, 2003; Mackenzie and Stoljar, 2000). Within this parameter, the main claim is that citizens, especially in modern industrial societies, are dependent on each other for meeting their needs and wants, and for promoting more generally societal well-being and prosperity. Local government policies reflect these interpretations of fairness providing, for example, education and employment opportunities which are designed to enable citizens to participate in social and economic activities for their own and others’ benefit (Lowndes and Pratchett 2011).

For the NFC, fair policies, therefore, encourage reciprocal engagement between what are perceived as interdependent individuals and groups (NFC 2013, 24–5). However, stressing the reciprocity and interdependency of social relations also highlights the social and economic conditions of fairness which, again, lead to disagreements over how fairness is substantially interpreted (Rawls 1973, 2001; Smith 2003). For example, some interpretations focus on how long a particular state of affairs lasts, as well as how wide-reaching its impact, highlighting the way opportunities are sustained over time to facilitate access to equalities of outcome (Phillips 2004). This accessibility is pertinent when assessing the impact on disadvantaged groups, and to what degree citizens are able to reciprocate through these opportunities (Bowring 2000; Fishkin 2002; Baker et al, 2004; Sangiovanni 2007). In response, local government may allocate extra resources to these disadvantaged groups. For example, supplementary services are provided to some disabled people who are unable to access the labour market, while other disabled people are protected from employment discrimination through national anti-discrimination law (Oliver and Barnes 1998; Swain, French, and Cameron 2003). It is debatable, though, how effective this dual-strategy is in enhancing disabled people’s participation, and whether other disadvantaged groups are also being fairly treated (Oliver and Barnes 1998; Hull 2009; Bickenbach 2009; Elder-Woodward 2014). Again, consistent with Gallie’s analysis, there might be a shared broad aspiration, then, that fairness includes the features of interdependency and reciprocity. However, disagreements persist concerning how these features are substantially interpreted, exposing the essentially contested character of fairness and, correspondingly, competing understandings of discrimination, social exclusion, and equal opportunity (and see Fishkin 2002; Blakemore, 2003, 17–39). 

Parameter 4:   Transparency and accountability in decision-making
Competing interpretations of fairness not only reflect disagreements over fair outcomes identified in parameters 1–3, but also concern the processes of decision-making (Rawls 1973, 1993; Ceva 2009; Michels and Graaf 2010). Therefore, a decision can be viewed as fair relating to outcomes but as unfair regarding how the decision was made. Again, following Gallie, the NFC states that there is a broadly shared aspiration that fair local government decision-making is transparent and accountable (NFC 2013, 27–8). Nevertheless, controversies persist concerning how the specific processes of transparency and accountability relate. 

For example, the NFC regards it as fair that Council presents budget proposals in an accessible manner for public consultation (NFC 2013, 27–8). However, the NFC also recognises that there is often a difficult balance between being transparent, so providing all information pertaining to Council decisions; and providing accessible information, which may involve giving abridged details to better enable citizens to hold Council to account for its decisions (and see Michels and Graff 2010). So, during Newport Council’s 2013-14 budget consultation process, Council highlighted, via its website, what it assessed as its most controversial decisions. Whereas, so-called less controversial decisions were only made available to the public via detailed reports made to Council’s Scrutiny Committees. Certainly, Scrutiny Committees are an important part of the democratic decision-making process, reflecting fair procedures. Nevertheless, according to the NFC, the public consultation process, steered via the Council’s website, still omitted large areas of proposed budget cuts and which, ipso facto, became less transparent (NFC 2013, 28). Consequently, there is a trade-off being made here between transparency and accountability, where the more of one seems to result in the less of the other. Again, following Gallie, competing interpretations of fairness supply different justifications of how these trade-offs between transparency and accountability should play-out. For example, since the NFC’s recommendations in its 2013 report, Council has been more transparent in its consultation, starting this process much earlier in an attempt to avoid the problem of over-loading the public with too much information. Nevertheless, the issue still remains as to precisely how this information is managed fairly, and recognising too that the public in the UK and elsewhere has become increasingly disengaged from traditional political decision-making processes (Norris 2002; King 2006). 

Finally, local governments also operate within a national decision-making process. So, in some interpretations of fairness Newport City Council’s decisions are legitimately constrained by recommendations made from the Welsh Government (WG). For example, the WG has strongly recommended that local governments maintain education budgets at least in line with inflation. Newport Council has met this recommendation, despite it putting considerable pressure on other spending areas, such as Adult Services, compounded by demographic trends in Newport seeing increases in both younger and older populations (NFC 2013, 13). Moreover, this pressure leads to another potential conflict over contested interpretations of fairness; that is, concerning how ‘localism’, promoted by the UK Government, is properly understood, given devolved regional powers and the continually changing relationship between central and local governments (and see Lowndes and Pratchett 2011; DiGaetano 2002; Heywood 2002, 166–8). 

So, how do these four primary parameters of debate identified by the NFC reflect public views of fairness? The next section evaluates the main findings of a citizens’ survey conducted on behalf of the NFC. The paper then discusses the implications of these findings for competing interpretations of the concept of citizenship. 

A citizen survey on fairness 
The following questions were devised by the NFC and the survey was conducted by the Newport City Council’s Partnership Support Team on behalf of the Fairness Commission in 2013. A sample of 1,000 local people was used from across the city, broadly representative of gender, ethnicity, and age. A total of 260 responses were received (26% return-rate), although not all respondents answered all questions. The survey was mainly qualitative with respondents answering open-ended questions. These responses were then tabulated and analysed according to the common themes relating to the four parameters of debate identified above.  




When thinking about how Newport City Council uses its resources and spends its money, complete the following sentence telling us what you think it means to say the Council is ‘being fair’. The Council is being fair when……. 

 “… they consider all people - old, young, private houses, council estates, all schools, colleges, university, tutors, pupils, those sick, and those who are well.”
“… the most vulnerable in society, who are unable to look after themselves ….” 
“…. it treats every-one as equal, helping those in most need, but not neglecting those who are trying to help themselves.”
“All citizens are listened to and wherever possible … programmes are implemented to fit in with Newport’s multi-culture.”
“They make sure all voices are heard from each type of citizen …”


There were 232 responses to question 1.

Reflecting Gallie, no single interpretation of fairness emerged. However, 159 (68% of the total responses), predominantly concerned the four primary parameters of debate about fairness identified above, with these responses including at least one direct reference to the central theme of a particular parameter. ‘Direct reference’ is defined here as a reference either to the key words in the parameter’s title, and/or to key words found in the central focal points of disagreement following from the parameter. Of these 159 responses, 94 responses (40% of the total responses) directly referenced those issues raised in parameter 1 (equality while recognising difference), with the question of people being treated the same versus treating people differently splitting opinion. 47 respondents suggested that fair policies should be mainly concerned with treating everyone the same; whereas 38 respondents suggested that fair policies should recognise difference and prioritise assistance to certain groups. 9 responses directly referencing Parameter 1 were not so obviously differentiated, variously combining the notion of same and differential treatment, according to their particular interpretation of fairness.

According to those pressing for the prioritisation of certain groups, most did not specify which groups. Instead, general terms like “in need”, the “disadvantaged” and the “vulnerable” were used. However, again reflecting Gallie’s conclusions, when specific groups were mentioned, competing interpretations of fairness emerged. Age (younger and older people), ‘race’, and disability, were the most commonly identified categories of priority, but with 10 (just over 4% of the total responses) being critical of prioritising some disadvantaged groups – notably “minority groups”, “immigrants”, and “welfare recipients”. (It is also important to acknowledge that Newport has experienced relatively large influxes of immigrant workers which, according to common (mis)perceptions, place additional pressure on local government spending). 

That Council should demonstrate transparency and accountability in its decision-making (parameter 4), was directly referenced in 50 (21%) of the total responses. Parameter 2 (mutual obligations between citizens and local government) was directly referenced in 7 (3%) of the total responses; and Parameter 3 (interdependency and reciprocity within community relations) was directly referenced in 8 (3%) of the total responses.

Insert table 1 here

Question 2a - What areas of Council spending do you think should have the most priority for being fair?
“Caring for the vulnerable. Education - ensuring that all schools give equal education. Keeping society safe. Hospitals/ambulance services. Libraries.”
“The elderly (enough affordable residential care). Schools (provision of adequate buildings and staffing). Disability (enough support as and when needed). Highways (adequate repair of potholes, etc.). Housing (satisfactory council houses for tenants, but you don’t have to go over the top with modernising old stock).”
“Hospitals, schools, youth centres, sports facilities, and day care centres.”

There were 222 responses to question 2a.

Whilst a wide range of services were identified as ‘priorities’ (see Figure 1), education and schooling was the most frequently identified (mentioned 96 times or over 43% of the total responses). The second most frequent response was, ‘highways, transport and parking’ (mentioned 70 times or just over 31% of the total responses), with road maintenance included in 51 or over 22% of the total responses. Adult Services were the third most frequent response (mentioned 64 times or nearly 29% of the total responses), with most of these responses specifying services for elderly people. Leisure, sports and culture was the fourth most common (mentioned 45 times or over 20% of the total responses), with support for public libraries being mentioned 16 times or just over 7% of the total responses. Again, following Gallie, these responses expose competing interpretations of priority and who should be targeted, which, in turn, reflect further disagreements over which services should be provided universally or selectively. 

Insert figure 1 here

Question 2b: If you have listed more than one area of spending in 2(a) above, which one area for you is the most important for being fair? 
“Schools - replacing old buildings as priority.”

“Education at all levels.”
“Children’s education.”
“Provision of facilities for the elderly-services and disabled.”
“The city-centre is very important as more and more are shopping outside the centre …”

Insert table 2 here

Many respondents listed more than one area of priority spending, prompting 109 responses to 2b. Education and Schools was again the most frequent response, singled-out as the most important service (mentioned 33 times or just over 30% of the total responses). Adult services were the second most frequent response, alongside the regeneration of the city centre which is a particularly visible priority for many Newport residents (both mentioned 14 times or just under 13% of the total responses each), with social services, health, disabled people, and housing being relatively evenly distributed in the remaining 48 responses (11% of the total responses for each area). Interestingly, ‘Highways, transport, and parking’ dropped out of the picture as being most important, despite the relative frequency of this area mentioned in response to question 2a. In summary, then, the most important priorities focus on education and schooling, or on what is perceived as vulnerable or disadvantaged groups. Albeit, the latter again still leaves open questions concerning who are the members of these groups, and how exactly, they should be treated fairly. 

Question 3a: Do you think it is fair to increase Council Tax to avoid some of the cuts that have to be made in Council spending due to Government austerity measures? 

Question 3b: Please explain your answer
“[No] …. in the current climate we would have to believe that the increase was money well spent and that would be challenging because with falling real incomes it seems unfair.”
“[No] …. Someone somewhere will have to pay – there’s no such thing a free lunch … are some areas of spending totally necessary?”
“[Yes]…. Too many cuts are making life miserable for many households, and those with reasonable income should take up some of the losses imposed.”
“[Yes]… Providing we see investment that increases wealth and reduces dependency.”

There were 238 responses to questions 3a and 3b.

134 answered “No” to question 3a (over 56% of the total responses), with just over 50% of the “No” responses (68) suggesting that Council should find further efficiencies within existing resources. Common responses included references to: spending on the wrong priorities; resources being wasted; the “more efficient” private sector which should deliver services; perceived ‘perks’ for Council staff and Councillors; and high management overheads. Nearly 30% of the “No” responses (40) stated that Council Tax increases are unaffordable for poorer households. 

44% (104) said “Yes” to increases in Council Tax. Many “Yes” respondents added that an increase is acceptable to sustain “essential” services, also stressing that increases were justifiable only if all efficiency measures had been taken. Nearly 34% of the “Yes” responses (35) stated that increases should be limited – for example, “below inflation”, “small”, “minimal”, with other “Yes” responses stating that increases would only be acceptable if extra money was used to reduce a reliance on state benefits. Some “Yes” responses mentioned specific services which should be protected, with these services being generally consistent with answers to question 2, and the further principle of fairness identified in Parameter 1 that disadvantaged and vulnerable groups are prioritised. Reflecting parameter 4, some suggested that increasing Council Tax was justifiable as increases are in keeping with principles of local democracy. It is also important to acknowledge that Newport City Council, despite often being Labour-controlled, has a reputation for low Council Taxes compared with its Welsh counterparts. The survey, then, provided some qualified reasons for Council to increase Council Tax which it duly implemented in its budget proposals post-survey.

Other considerations of the survey
Demographic profile of respondents: Table 3 shows older age groups as over-represented. However, this perhaps makes it especially noteworthy that education and schooling was generally considered the highest priority for Council spending, given this area is not likely to directly affect older people. This age profile may also affect the views of citizenship to be explored below.  

Insert table 3 here

Geographic profile of respondents: Responses came from all areas within the Council boundaries, with all Wards returning at least one response. While response rates varied across neighbourhoods, geographical coverage was broadly representative of views from across the city – by urban/rural split, housing tenure, relative affluence, and political representation.

The paper will now examine how contested interpretations of fairness also have a profound bearing on post-1945 debates about citizenship as instigated by T.H. Marshall, and how the meaning of citizenship, in turn, is also variously interpreted. 

Fairness and competing interpretations of citizenship
Academic discussions about citizenship often start with T.H. Marshall (Marshall 1950, 1963, 1977; Marshall and Bottomore, 1992). Marshall’s main argument is that, prior to World War II, industrial capitalist nation-states had institutionalised civil and political rights for citizens – fair trials, freedom of movement, voting rights, property rights, and so on. But that, after World War II a consensus emerged, especially in England/Britain, which also established social rights to citizenship, conferring upon citizens their social status through extensive welfare state provision. Briefly put, these social rights are based on a commitment by Government to its citizens, that it manages the economy through Keynesian economic policy, and adheres to a principle of fairness or social justice that resources are redistributed from the better-off to the worst-off via progressive taxation (also see Janowitz 1994, 42–62).  

However, criticisms of this rights-based interpretation of citizenship gained ascendancy in the 1970s and 1980s, after which, many argued that a new consensus emerged, especially in English-speaking countries. Broadly, this consensus was between the neo-liberal New Right and the newly emerging Centre-Left (Smith 2013; David 2000; Taylor-Gooby 2000; Croft and Carrabine 2001; Horton and Gregory 2009). Being critical of Keynesianism and the Old ‘Tax-and-Spend’ policies of previous Labour Governments, proponents claimed that so-called ‘passive’ conceptions of citizenship – which they associated with Marshallesque social rights – perpetuate ‘welfare dependency’, undermining individual and familial responsibilities (Iganatieff 1991; Meekosha and Dowse 1997; MacKian, 1998). Despite Marshall distancing himself from these so-called ‘passive’ conceptions of social rights, with him stressing the obligations on citizens to contribute as well as possessing rights-based entitlements (Janowitz 1994, 42–62, citing Marshall 1950, 1977), alternative ‘active’ conceptions of citizenship have been promoted by mainstream political leaders. Citizens are now increasingly seen as obliged to engage in paid work as a condition of their social rights being fulfilled and so combating ‘welfare dependency’ (Levitas 1986, 2001; Dwyer, 1998, 2002; DiGaetano 2002; Lund, 1999; Lewis, 2004; Grover, 2007; Lowndes and Pratchett 2011).

Moreover, for many this new consensus has been reinforced by the demands made from social movements (Smith 2013; Lewis 1998, 2004). According to these movements, despite some positive outcomes of implementing social rights, post-war welfare state provision has compounded the oppression and social exclusion of minority groups. For example, many feminists and disability activists argue that minority groups are institutionally excluded from public life, and so are unable to access political, social and economic resources on the same basis as men and non-disabled people (Lister 1997, 1998; Meekosha and Dowse 1997; Lewis 1998; Dwyer 2002; Morris 2005; Berube 2003; Watson 2005). This inaccessibility is reinforced by welfare policies which have institutionalised subservient roles for women and disabled people, leading to socially caused ‘passivity’ and ‘dependency’. Again, ‘active’ conceptions of citizenship are offered as an alternative, increasing opportunities for these groups to participate in public life through restructuring political, social and economic relations (Iganatieff 1991; Oliver 1996; Rioux 2002; Berube 2003; Watson 2005). But, how does this distinction between ‘passive’ and ‘active’ conceptions of citizenship reflect the NFC’s parameters of debate about fairness and its public survey? And, how do these competing interpretations of citizenship reflect Gallie’s conclusions concerning the essentially contested character of political concepts?

One of the main survey findings is that public views most predominantly reflect two parameters of debate identified by the NFC – namely, equal versus differential treatment, and the accountability and transparency of Council decision-making. The argument here is that the public interpretations of fairness also tend to endorse so-called ‘passive’ understandings of citizenship focusing on citizens’ social rights as unconditional entitlements, and as defined (albeit with certain caveats), by Marshall. 

To re-call, question 1 asked when the Council was being fair. Of the 159 responses which referenced directly the four parameters of debate identified by the NFC, 94 (59%) emphasised issues concerning parameter 1 (equality while recognising difference). The most direct references to parameter 4 (transparency and accountability in decision-making), were found in 50 or 31% of these responses. Parameter 2 (mutual obligations between citizens and local government) was most directly referenced in only 7 or 4% of these responses; and parameter 3 (interdependency and reciprocity within community relations) was most directly referenced in only 8 or 5% of these responses. What do these findings show us concerning the competing interpretations of citizenship just outlined?
 
First, rights to citizenship are reflected in the formal principle of equality, that like cases be treated the same and unlike cases differently (parameter 1), and in upholding transparency and accountability in decision-making (parameter 4). These rights are largely founded upon entitlements to access local government resources, and/or democratic decision-making processes (and see Birch 1993, 113​–36). The argument here, though, is that whatever interpretation of fairness is used across these parameters, the views of Newport citizens generally align with ‘passive’ conceptions of citizenship as a result – that is, regardless of how the four parameters of debate about fairness are substantially interpreted concerning notions of entitlement. This alignment occurs because these citizenship rights of entitlement are perceived by many citizens as being typically one-way, setting-up obligations from local government to citizens, but without necessarily implying that citizens have corresponding obligations toward government and/or other citizens. Certainly, for 41% of those respondents who directly referenced parameter 1, there were implied generalized obligations toward the ‘vulnerable’ or ‘disadvantaged’, with the expectation that local government should provide services to protect these groups. Nevertheless, direct references to Parameter 2 and the particular obligations of citizens, as well as local government, were present in only 3% of the responses. In other words, those particularized obligations on individual citizens – which define the ‘active’ character of their citizenship and social rights – are absent; that is, even within those views which recognise that priority should be given by local government to vulnerable and disadvantaged groups. 

Secondly, according to Marshall, if social rights are established then these preserve the status of citizenship (and see Janowitz 1994, 42–62). However, this status still allows for contested interpretations of fairness across a range of views. For example, disagreements concerning how social rights are substantially interpreted, and subsequently over how different groups are variously viewed and treated, are still apparent in those responses which directly referenced parameter 1. Moreover, these disagreements have a bearing on well-rehearsed debates about citizenship and notions of entitlement. For example, Richard Titmus (1968) famously argued that the choice between universal/equal and selective/differential provision is false, disguising complexities and tensions concerning how social citizenship is properly conceptualised as being both universal and selective. Developing this theme more recently, Ruth Lister has critically examined citizenship rights for women (Lister 1997, 1998). She distinguishes citizenship interpreted via ‘status’ and ‘practice’ (roughly paralleling the ‘passive’ versus ‘active’ distinction here). Echoing Titmus, she recommends a new interpretation of what she calls, ‘differentiated universalism’ which for her better describes the creative tension between universal/equal and selective/differential provision. The point is that these conclusions contrast with the survey findings, as although many respondents directly referenced parameter 1 (equality while recognising difference), most stressed either that Council should treat everyone the same or that the needs of ‘the vulnerable’ or ‘disadvantaged’ should be prioritised. Contrary to Titmus and Lister, then, this implied either/or dichotomy allows for a more ready promotion of passive conceptions of citizenship as distinct from active conceptions, given that a more dynamic and symbiotic account of social rights tend, as a result, to be discounted. 

Thirdly, the predominant references to parameters 1 and 4 also marginalise those rights and obligations which are more relationally focused and associated with parameters 2 and 3. Parameter 3 focuses on how the contributions of citizens are underpinned by the values of interdependency and reciprocity in social relations. It might be said, then, that the relational content of parameter 3 promotes an ‘active’ conception of citizenship, where engaging with others for mutual benefit enhances the lives of individuals, and the wider community (Smith 2001; 2003; 2013; Lowndes and Pratchett 2011). Nevertheless, as with parameter 2, direct references to parameter 3 were found in only 3% of the responses. Therefore, under-referencing to particularized obligations of citizens (parameter 2), is mirrored by the under-referencing of the interdependent and reciprocal character of social relations (parameter 3). Consequently, and following Lister’s analysis, rights are more likely viewed as individual status entitlements (reflecting parameters 1 and 4) rather than from relational obligations derived from the practice of social cooperation and mutual exchange (reflecting parameters 2 and 3). 

However, there are three important caveats to these findings. First, when asked about Council priorities, education and schooling were seen by far as the most important policy area – despite the survey bias toward older people. Certainly, rights to education could reflect ‘passive’ conceptions of citizenship – reflecting individualized entitlements carrying no additional obligations for citizens to contribute, either now or in the future. It could also be argued that the older age profile of respondents will tend to reflect these passive conceptions, given the socialised norms during their upbringing span the two or three decades after the Second World War when Marshellesque social rights were dominant. Nevertheless, insofar as educational rights enable citizens to participate in the social and economic life of the community, then prioritising these rights may promote active conceptions of citizenship. Hence, although explicit references to relational and active interpretations of fairness and citizenship are understated in response to question 1, these latter interpretations are perhaps implied in the priorities of local government policies identified in question 2. Poignantly, this conclusion also reflects Marshall’s own account of educational rights, which for him imply a duty on citizens to make the most of opportunities provided by these social rights (Marshall, 1950, 1977, and see Janowitz 1994). Finally, as explored above, the public in the UK and elsewhere, and for various reasons, has become increasingly disengaged from traditional political decision-making processes. However, this does not necessarily mean that other processes of political engagement are not being engaged in, so underpinning alternative more active conceptions of citizenship but within non-traditional settings (King 2006; Norris 2002). These various nuances, of course, are not necessarily reflected in the survey responses.

Secondly, when citizens were asked whether Council Tax should be increased to reduce the impact of cuts, although a clear majority (57%) of respondents answered “No”, this majority was not so large to conclude that the public are losing a commitment to local government provision. That is, a commitment which is met, at least partly, via local taxation – with just over 43% answering “Yes” to this question. It seems, then, that public views concerning the more generalized obligations citizens have to fund public services, although equivocal, are still significant and widespread, and reflecting some of the issues raised in parameter 2 (focusing on the obligations between citizens and local government). Moreover, there were no responses suggesting that there should be no Council Tax, or that tax rates should not be progressive. Therefore, whatever way fairness and citizenship is conceptualised, generalized obligations to provide public services seem deeply entrenched. Finally, when increases in taxes were recommended these were often with qualifiers that “welfare dependency” is reduced, or that those citizens who “make a contribution” are rewarded, again implying a commitment to more ‘active’ understandings of citizenship. 

Thirdly, and as already highlighted, although the survey captures a relatively wide range of views, there are limitations to this approach, given responses are ‘raw’ and undigested. It is important, therefore, to acknowledge that any conclusions, although may provide a useful analysis of first reactions to questions about fairness, are necessarily tentative and a work-in-progress. Follow-up interviews exploring the more reflective and considered views of Newport citizens would provide further insights, not only concerning how initial views are formulated, but also whether these views undergo change after reflection. It is possible that Parameters 2 and 3 (and by implication ‘active’ conceptions of citizenship), although markedly under-referenced in these initial responses, become more prominent as a result. More broadly, the relationship between the research design and the analysis presented here is therefore deliberately open-ended – encouraging further debate and dialogue over the competing interpretations of fairness and citizenship, consistent with the original remit of the NFC as outlined previously. 

Conclusion
Following Gallie, competing interpretations of fairness and citizenship have been examined – via Newport Fairness Commission’s four parameters of debate about fairness, with an exploration of how these parameters are variously interpreted in public views of fairness. The survey found that, although direct references to parameter 1 (equal treatment while recognising difference) and parameter 4 (transparency and accountability in Council decision-making) are dominant there may be other nuances to these views which warrant further attention. 
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Question 1	The Council is being fair when…….
Most common from a total of 232 responses	Most predominantly directly referenced 
Parameter 1 (equality while recognising difference)		94 (40%)
Parameter 4 (transparency and accountability in decision-making)	50 (21%)
Parameter 3 (interdependency and reciprocity within community relations)	8 (3%)
Parameter 2 (mutual obligations between citizens and local government)	7 (3%)
Most common responses	Not  directly referenced to four parameters















Question 2b	If you have listed more than one area of Council spending, which one area is the most important for you?
Most common responses	No. of references in Q2b.
Education and schools		33
Adult Services (older people)	14
City Centre 	14








Age profile of respondents
	Number of people	Percentage of people
18-24 years old	-	-
25-34 years old	2	0.77%
35-44 years old	25	9.65%
45-54 years old	45	17.37%
55-64 years old	67	25.87%
65-74 years old	78	30.12%
75+ years old	42	16.22%
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